The rules in McNaghteris case, given in the preceding article, have been most adversely criticised. It has been pointed out that the House of Lords had no legal right to ask, and that the judges were under no legal obligation to answer, the questions, since the constitutional right of the House of Lords to take the opinion of the judges arises only on appeals or when the House is acting in its legislative capacity. Again, it has been argued that the rules afford no guidance as to how cases of what is called moral insanity, in which the character of a person is suddenly changed for the worse or is by nature insanely perverted, should be dealt with; and, lastly, attention has been called, in connection with the doctrine of partial insanity, to the incongruity of supposing that a man who is admittedly subject to an insane delusion can reason sanely upon that delusion/and calmly argue with himself as to the extent to which he ought to allow it to influence his actions. This last criticism may furnish good ground for an application of the doctrine of modified responsibility in the class of cases!with which it deals. But it must be pointed out that in"(thus localising the range of the immunity from punishment which insane delusion confers, the criminal law is merely following the course which, mutatis mutandis, the civil law has now with general acceptance, both in the legal and medical profession, adopted in questions of capacity, and which is moreover sanctioned by the disciplinary system that prevails in all institutions for the insane. 
